Introduction.
 Simple concealed questions: an individual concept analysis (Heim 1979 , Romero 2005 .
(1)
Mary knows / guessed / revealed / forgot the capital of Italy.
( • Heim's (1979) ambiguity:
(5) John knows the price that Fred knows. a. Reading A: "John and Fred know the same price, e.g. the price of milk" b. Reading B: "John knows this about Fred: what price Fred knows"
• Romero's (2005) proposal (see also  Complex CQs with quantifiers:
(11) a. John knows a price that Fred knows. b. John knows most prices that Fred knows.
• Reading A: the NP CQ QRs, leaving a trace of the type corresponding to the extension: 
Background on Q(uantification) V(ariability) E(ffect) with interrogative clauses.
(24) John knows for the most part who cheated on the final exam.  Lahiri (1991 Lahiri ( , 2000 Lahiri ( , 2002 : quantification over propositions (true answers to the question); embedding verb takes proposition. (27) Who will be admitted depends for the most part (exclusively) on this committee. (28) * That John will be admitted depends on this committee.
(29) The committee mostly decides which candidates will be admitted. (34) Q' is a subquestion of Q iff it is possible that the answer to Q' provides a partial answer to Q. That is, iff ∃w'∃p [ Ans-strg(Q')(w') → p ∧ p is a partial answer to Q ]
Some empirical observations about "intensional" CQs with quantifiers.
 OBSERVATION 1: The quantification introduced by the quantifier of a CQ is not part of the intensional object fed into the λ-slot of know, but it is external to it. That is, as it was suggested above, the (roughly) correct paraphrase is not (35a), but (35b). This is shown in (36)-(40). Italy. John knows that Fred knows which are the capitals of Spain, France and Germany, but John does not know how many more capitals Fred knows.
(37) John doesn't know most capitals that Fred knows.  FALSE in scenario (36). That is, (37) cannot be understood as the negation of (35a).
(38) Scenario: Unbeknownst to the public/spies, the secret code is 60 digits long. Spy A got 15 digits, spy B 20 digits and spy C 57 digits. None of them knows what proportion of the code their finding amounts to.
(39) No spy knows most of the code.  FALSE in scenario (27). That is, the sentence cannot be understood as "No spy knows what series of digits have the property of being most of the code".
(40) Look at this. This is what spy C knows of the code. If she knew that she is so close to having the complete code, she'd be unstoppable. # Luckily, she doesn't know most of the code, so she may get discouraged and give up.
 OBSERVATION 2:
• At least in some languages (e.g. Spanish and Catalan), intensional CQ occur quite productively with know-type embedding verbs (know, remember, reveal, tell, etc.) , with depend-type embedding verbs, and with ask-type embedding verbs.
(41) Juan sabe los estudiantes que copiaron en el examen. J knows the students that copied on the exam 'Juan knows the students that copied on the exam.'  OBSERVATION 3: CQs with quantificational determiners and with adverbs of quantification differ in the kinds of sub-individual concepts they can quantify over.
• Quantifying over whether-subquestions (or "whether" sub-individual concepts):
(49) For the most part, John knows which students cheated. (53) Johb knows most students who cheated on the exam.  Det + CQ:  set (51).
• Quantifying over subquestions induced by a cumulative plural NP:
(54) Luise knows for the most part which books these professors recommended.
(55) {Which books did professor 1 recommend?, Which books did professor 2 recommend?, Which books did professor 3 recommend?, ...} (56) For the most part, Luise knows the books that these professors recommended.  Adv + CQ:  set (55).
(57) Luisa knows most books that these professors recommended.  Det + CQ: * set (55).
• Quantifying over subquestions induced by a distributive plural NP:
(58) For the most part, how well these children do depends (exclusively) on their families.
(59) {How well does child 1 do?, How well does child 2 do?, How well does child 3 do?, ...} (60) En su mayor parte, el rendimiento diario de estos niños depende In its/his/her/their greatest part, the performance daily of these children depends exclusivamente del ambiente familar. exclusively on+the athmosphere familiar 'For the most part, the daily performance of these children depends on the family athmosphere.'  Adv + CQ:  set (59).
(61) # La mayor parte del rendimiento diario de estos niños depende The greatest part of+the performance daily of these children depends exclusivamente del ambiente familiar. exclusively on+the athmosphere familiar # 'Most of the daily performance of these children depends on the family athmosphere.'  Det + CQ: * set (59).
• Quantifying over subquestions induced by a pair-list answers:
(62) Luise mostly knows what everyone did.
(63) {What did person 1 do? What did person 2 do?, What did person 3 do?, ...} (64) For the most part, Luisa knows the activities that everyone did.  Adv + CQ:  set (63).
(65) Luisa knows most activities that everyone did.  Det + CQ: * set (63).
Towards a prososal.

Beck and Sharvit's (2002) analysis of Adv + Interrogative
 Definitions:
(66) Q' is a subquestion of Q (=(40)) iff it is possible that the answer to Q' provides a partial answer to Q. That is, iff ∃w'∃p [ Ans-strg(Q')(w') → p ∧ p is a partial answer to Q ] (68) For the most part, John knows which students cheated.  Quantification over these y <s,e> is ruled out, since most, as defined in (84), quantifies over constant functions.
Brief critical review of previous approaches to "intensional" CQs with quantifiers.
 Potential problems for Frana (2006) : She assumes factivity: the subject has a de re belief about an object that in the actual world has the CQ-property (factivity) and ascribes to that object the CQ-property.
(95) John knows the governor of California. • But CQs are possible with agree, which is not factive, and with depend, which doesn't produce a belief ascription.
(96) John and Peter agree on the price of milk / a price / most prices (... but they are wrong about it / about all of them).
(97) The price of the milk depends on the Swiss market.
• Frana's approach accounts for definite and indefinite CQs very elegantly: they are (shifted to) properties, which then combine with the belief ascription verb. But, if we applied the same shifting procedure to most+CQ, we would get the "mostness" part as part of the belief ascription, contra observation 1.
 Potential problems for Schwager (2008) F assigns to "the capital of Italy" the correct value in all his belief-w' J assigns to "the capital hat Fred knows" the correct value in all his belief-w'  From semantics
Conclusions and further issues.
 Three empirical observations about "intensional" CQs with quantifiers (e.g. most, some):
• Observation 1: the quantifier is not part of the content of the IC, but external to it.
• Observation 2: in languages where CQs are productive enough to run the test, the three types of quantification in (108)  Some open questions:
• About observation 2: Beck and Sharvit (2002) • About observation 3 and proposed analysis: Why should there be a difference between the domain of quantification of ADV + CQ and of DET + CQ, to begin with? Not entirely clear, but the intuition is that a Determiner directly quantifies over individuals
